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1.  Noted.

2.  Thank you for the compliment.  The LBST participated as a cooperating agency during 
the NEPA Process (see p. 5 of the EIS) and were kept informed of the progress of the EIS.

3.  Table S.1 is a summary of impacts to water quality.  As explained on pp. 129-130 of the 
EIS, phosphorous was singled out as an indication of eutrophication, one of the two indices 
used to analyze water quality.  Uranium is described in the “Sediment” section of Table S.1 
because it was the only element that exceeded the baseline for western soils (it should be 
noted that the sediment sample came from an off-river site)—see p. 138 of the EIS.  Analysis 
concluded that none of the alternatives would have signifi cant effects on water quality, 
including mercury concentrations.  Thus, no further study is warranted.  There are no joint 
efforts planned between the LBST and Reclamation.

4.  The EIS analyzed economic impacts of the alternatives on the OST, CRST, and 
LBST.  Analysis indicated there would be no economic impacts on the CRST or the LBST.  
Economic impacts to the OST can be found on pp. 153-157 of the EIS.
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5.   As stated on pp. 26-27 of the EIS, two alternatives were developed that would have 
specifically benefitted the OST or the CRST.  The Pine Ridge Irrigation Alternative
was eliminated from detailed study at the request of the OST.  The Hydropower 
Alternative was dropped because of an inadequate water supply for power generation 
at Angostura Reservoir and because hydropower development downstream would have 
been economically infeasible, eliminated riparian habitat, and would have prevented 
fish movement.  The Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin Program (Cheyenne River Division) 
authorized irrigation projects on both Pine Ridge and Cheyenne River Reservations, 
although these haven’t been realized.

6.  The EIS identified no adverse effects to cultural resources from the alternatives.  
Any effects would be addressed and mitigated in consultation with the Tribes and 
SHPO as required by the National Historic Preservation Act (pp. 158-160 of the EIS ).  
Reclamation concluded there would be no environmental justice impacts (p. 158).  

7.  The statement in question has been changed in all alternatives to read: “Reserved 
Indian rights settlement under the Winters Doctrine could affect water available from 
the Angostura Unit.”  Reclamation recognizes that the Tribe has unquantified Winters 
Doctrine reserved water rights.  Until the Tribe chooses to quantify these rights, 
Reclamation can’t do more than recognize that these rights exist.  Reclamation is unaware 
of any negotiations between the State and the OST.

8.  Noted.

9.  The 1992 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act specify that Federal 
agencies can use the NEPA process to comply with the act (see the response to your 
comment No. 6).  This act mandates that Federal agencies consult with the SHPO, 
Tribes, and the interested public on eligibility of cultural resources for the National 
Register of Historic Places, and on impacts to cultural resources qualifying for the 
National Register.  In accordance with the act, Reclamation is using the EIS to consult on 
determinations of eligibility for the National Register and on impacts to eligible cultural 
resources.  

The results of the cultural resource analysis are in the EIS.  Reclamation inventoried 
cultural resources on Angostura Unit lands and consulted with SHPO on eligibility of 
these resources for the National Register.  Copies of the inventory report and site forms 
were supplied to the LBST.  Reclamation archeologists have also toured some of the sites 
with OST elders.  

The Ray Long Site is considered to qualify for inclusion in the National Register.  
Because it is being affected by wave action, Reclamation is preparing to stabilize the site.  

10.  Pages 9-10 of the EIS discuss the relationship of the Angostura Unit and the Tribes.  
A detailed analysis of the history of the treaties between the U.S. and the Sioux Nation is 
beyond the scope of this EIS.

11.  The issue is unresolved.  Reclamation recognizes that the Tribe has unquantified 
Winters Doctrine reserved water rights.  Until the Tribe chooses to quantify these rights, 
however, Reclamation cannot do more than recognize that these rights exist.

12.  Water quality information used in the EIS was taken from many sources: 
Department of the Interior; National Irrigation Water Quality Program; EPA; 
U.S. Geological Survey; and the South Dakota Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources, as well as from the OST and CRST (see p. 40 in the EIS for a full 
discussion).  All pertinent information was included in the EIS and the accompanying 
appendices volume.

13.  See the response to your comment No. 11 above.
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14.  The OST identifi ed three culturally important plants during scoping meetings (see 
Table 1.1 of the EIS).  Reclamation hasn’t conducted a survey for LBST-identifi ed plants 
that could be affected, but most appear to be upland species not likely to be affected by the 
alternatives.  Lakota names for the three plants will be added to the fi nal EIS as suggested.

15.  What is being found is DDE, a decomposition product of DDT and DDD, neither 
of which have been legally used in the U.S. since the early 1970’s.  This pesticide is very 
persistent. (See Appendix Q, p. Q-79, in the appendices volume for a full discussion of 
organic contaminants found in the samples.)

16.  Noted.  Reclamation hasn’t consulted with the Tribes about cultural resources in the 
Angostura Unit because there are very few activities in the unit beyond routine farming 
operations.  In case any activities were planned that could affect historic properties, 
Reclamation would consult with the Tribes.

17.  In consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act, 11 threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate species were 
determined that could possibly be found in the Angostura area.  Reclamation’s analysis 
indicated none of the alternatives would adversely affect these species (see pp. 75-83 and 
pp. 145-153 of the EIS).  The USFWS has concurred with this finding.

18.  Reclamation will continue to consult with LBST about the Angostura Unit and other 
Reclamation projects.




